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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
THE REPLY FILED 14 September 2007 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 
1. □ The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 
this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41 31 ■ or (3) 
a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must be filed within one of the fol'lowinq 
time periods: y 

O The period for reply expires months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 



a) 
b) 



The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later In 
no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 
Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN 
TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1.136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension fee 

r b ^ r ' ed ^ ' date or Purposes o determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee 
Z Lh (3) f f ,c L u,a j ed A from: 1) the exp,rat,on date of lhe shortened statutor V P e ^ d for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as 
set forth n (b) above, ,f checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed 
may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b) ' y ' 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. □ The Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .37 must be filed within two months of the date of 

5 f J! Nofcce of , APPef 1 P7 CFR 41 .37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41 .37(e)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. Since 
a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41 37(a) 
AMENDMENTS v 

3. □ The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) U They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below)- 

(b) D They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) □ They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal, ano/or ^ 

(d) D They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims 

NOTE: • (See 37 CFR 1.1 16 and 41.33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324) 

5. |_J Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6 ' D no^K C,3im(S) W0U ' d ^ aN0Wab,e if SUbmitt6d in 3 Separate ' timely fi,ed amendment canceling the 

? ' 13 thl P n! eS ° f appe *'' th( f Proposed amendment(s): a) □ will not be entered, or b) E will be entered and an explanation of 
• how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended -"diion ™ 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: 

Claim(s) objected to: 



Claim(s) rejected: 1-39 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 
AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCF 



8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief will not be 

S r n H e i e * " ,° r ° ,her eV L denCe failed t0 ° VerCOme ^ rejections under a PP eal and/or a PP el| ant fails toTrovide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented See 37 CFR 41 33(d)(1) 

REQUEST SSmSjgSSSSiB eXP ' ana,i0n ^ ^ S,3tUS ° f ^ C ' aimS after ^ " b6l0W " attaChed 

11-13 S2SSSS erati ° n bGen C ° nSidered bUt d06S N0T Place the a PP |ication ^ condition for allowance because: 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08) Paper No(s). 

13. ^ Other: Interview Summary . 
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Continuation of 1 1 . does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: In response to Applicant's request for 
reconsideration to Final Office Action, (see pages 8), filed on 14 September 2007 indicating that during the interview conducted on 8 
August 2007, examiner agreed that the references Jangs (6,608,959) and Miyokawa (2002/0001324) are not sufficient by themselves to 
support a rejection of the amended claims. Even though, during the interview, examiner mentioned that it appears the references are not 
sufficient by themselves to support rejections of the claims as amended, after further consideration it appears that the combined 
references indeed meet the limitations of the instant claims as discussed in the final office action dated 12 July 2007. Further, it is 
respectfully pointed out to applicant that, the main argument presented during the interview and throughout the prosecution by applicant is 
that, the combination of Jangs and Miyokawa fail to teach or suggest the limitation of "after fixing the optical components, determining a 
direction to plastically deform at least one of the optical components through performing a sweep of force vectors;". However, the 
examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. Further, In this case, the motivation to combine would have been at least 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made since it is conventionally known in the art to elastically or 
plastically deforms an optical component (i.e. ferrule) by applying a force in a direction (i.e. x/y/z) to re-align the optical components, as 
evidenced by Miyokawa (pars. 0014- 0016). Therefore it would have been at least obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to determined the direction to plastically deform said at least one of the optical components to re- align the 
optical components for the purpose of providing accurately shaped ferrule fixing of components. Therefore, the argument/remarks for 
request for reconsideration does not appear to place the application in condition for allowance. 
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